
To: 
From: 
Sent: 
Subject: 

Diamond, Jane[Diamond.Jane@epa.gov] 
Zito, Kelly 
Fri 3/6/2015 10:39:35 PM 
FW: Request for correction 

From: Zito, Kelly 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 11:36 AM 
To: 'Barnum, Alex@EP A'; Schilling, Teresa@DOC 
Subject: RE: Request for correction 

From: Barnum, Alex@EPA L===-"=~~===~==~'-J 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 11:27 AM 
To: Zito, Kelly; Schilling, Teresa@DOC 
Subject: FW: Request for correction 

Kelly and Teresa, 

After some back and forth, NBC Bay Area removed the most egregious errors from their web story. See 
link below. Of course, this doesn't undo the damage done in their original broadcast, but it may make 
them a little more careful next time. We'll see ... 

Thanks, 
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Alex 

From: Adrouny, Stephanie (NBCUniversal) [stephanie.adrouny@nbcuni.com] 
Sent: Friday, March 06, 2015 10:52 AM 
To: Barnum, Alex@EPA 
Subject: RE: Request for correction 

From: Barnum, Alex@EPA I.D]~~~~!I!l!dl]]I@Q:ill§:m!~£Q'YJ 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 10:57 AM 
To: Adrouny, Stephanie (NBCUniversal) 
Subject: RE: Request for correction 
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To: Barnum, Alex@EPA 
Cc: Adrouny, Stephanie (NBCUniversal) 
Subject: RE: Request for correction 

From: Barnum, Alex@EPA I.J.ru~~!§2';1:2§lJJl!Jm@Qms;:Q§!~£Q'YJ 
Sent: Thursday, March 05, 2015 8:15AM 
To: Meak, Liza (NBCUniversal, KNTV) 
Subject: RE: Request for correction 

Liza, 

So we disagree. Is there someone to whom I can appeal? Someone who handles corrections? 

Thanks, 

Alex 

From: Meak, Liza (NBCUniversal, KNTV) [Liza.Meak@nbcuni.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 7:09PM 
To: Barnum, Alex@EPA 
Subject: Re: Request for correction 

I disagree that it's inaccurate. If you click on the link, you'll see it refers to the story we did on 
the Federal EPA deadline, which came out before DOGGR's letter was released later in 
February. 
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Sent from my iPhone 

On Mar 4, 2015, at 6:39PM, Barnum, Alex@EPA wrote: 

That still implies that the number has increased when it hasn't. And later the story makes the 
statement below which furthers the inaccuracy. The story is still wrong. 

From: Meak, Liza (NBCUniversal, KNTV) ====~="'-=="-'J 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 6:18PM 
To: Barnum, Alex@EPA 
Subject: RE: Request for correction 

From: Barnum, Alex@EPA =.:c:=~==~======-"J 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 5:57PM 
To: Meak, Liza (NBCUniversal, KNTV) 
Subject: RE: Request for correction 

Hi Liza, 

I'm not seeing that anything changed. Can you tell me what you did? 

Thanks, 

Alex 
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From: Meak, Liza (NBCUniversal, KNTV) ~=-'-'==~=~="-'J 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 5:12PM 
To: Barnum, Alex@EPA 
Subject: RE: Request for correction 

From: Barnum, Alex@EPA '"'-==~~=~======-"J 
Sent: Wednesday, March 04, 2015 2:35PM 
To: Meak, Liza (NBCUniversal, KNTV) 
Subject: Request for correction 

Liza, 

Thanks for considering my request for a correction to NBC Bay Area's story today about 
the CalEPA report on underground injection wells. As I mentioned on the phone, the 2,500 
underground injection wells cited in the and in DOGGR's ~~~~= 
yesterday do not represent an increase from the number that DOGGR cited in its "-==-"'-

to the U.S. EPA. 

Your story is correct in that DOGGR has identified 2,553 wells that are injecting into non
exempt zones. Of these, 2021 are injecting waste water into hydrocarbon-bearing zones for 
the purpose of "enhanced oil recovery"- ie back into the wells from which it came to get 
more oil out of the ground. As DOGGR prioritizes its review, these wells are lower priority 
because the zones they're injecting into already contain oil and gas and may qualify for 
exemption by US EPA. 
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The remaining 532 injection wells are injecting waste water into zones that don't contain 
hydrocarbons, for the purpose of disposal of the waste water. Of these, 176 wells are 
injecting into aquifers with total dissolved solids (TDS) ofless than 3,000 milligrams per 
liter, a key measure of higher water quality. These are the ones that pose a potential risk to 
nearby drinking water and therefore are the highest priority for DOGGR' s review. 

Again, these numbers haven't changed since Feb. 6, when DOGGR and the State Water 
Board sent their letter to US EPA. To confirm, you can look at tables in Appendix B (pg. 
28) of the Feb. 6 letter: 

I appreciate your taking a look at this and considering my request for a correction. Please let 
me know if you have questions. 

Sincerely, 

Alex 

Alex Barnum 

Deputy Secretary for Communications and External Affairs 

California Enviromnental Protection Agency 

1001 I Street, 251
h Floor, Sacramento, CA 95814 

Ph: (916) 324-9670 I Fx: (916) 324-0908 
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